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TITLE 326 AIR POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD

Proposed Rule
LSA Document #99-125

DIGEST

Adds 326 IAC 20-25, Emissions from Reinforced Plastics Composites Fabricating Emission
Units.  Effective 30 days after filing with the secretary of state.

HISTORY
First Notice of Comment Period: July 1, 1999, Indiana Register  (22 IR 3238).
Second Notice of Comment Period and Notice of First Hearing: January 1, 2000, Indiana

Register (23 IR 927).
Date of First Hearing: May 3, 2000.
Notice of Second Hearing: August 1, 2000, Indiana Register (XX IR XXXX).
Scheduled Date of Second Hearing: October 4, 2000.

PUBLIC COMMENTS UNDER IC 13-14-9-4.5
IC 13-14-9-4.5 states that a board may not adopt a rule under IC 13-14-9 that is substantively

different from the draft rule published under IC 13-14-9-4, until the board has conducted a third
comment period that is at least twenty-one (21) days long.

REQUEST FOR PUBLIC COMMENTS
This proposed (preliminarily adopted) rule is substantively different from the draft rule

published on January 1, 2000 at 23 IR 927.  The Indiana Department of Environmental Management
(IDEM) is requesting comment on the entire proposed (preliminarily adopted) rule.

The proposed rule contains numerous changes from the draft rule that make the proposed
rule so substantively different from the draft rule that public comment on the entire proposed rule
is advisable. This notice requests the submission of comments on the entire proposed rule, including
suggestions for specific amendments.  These comments and the department=s responses thereto will
be presented to the board for its consideration at final adoption under IC 13-14-9-6.  Mailed
comments should be addressed to:

#99-125 Styrene
Kathryn A. Watson, Chief
Air Programs Branch
Office of Air  Management
Indiana Department of Environmental Management
P.O. Box 6015
Indianapolis, IN 46206-6015

Hand delivered comments will be accepted by the receptionist on duty at the tenth floor reception
desk, Office of Air Management, 100 North Senate Avenue, Indianapolis, Indiana, Monday through
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Friday between 8:15 a.m. and 4:45 p.m.
Comments may be submitted by facsimile at the IDEM fax number: (317) 233-2342,

Monday through Friday between 8:15 a.m. and 4:45 p.m.  Please confirm the timely receipt of faxed
comments by calling the Rules Development Section at (317) 233-0430.

COMMENT PERIOD DEADLINE
Comments must be postmarked, hand-delivered, telephoned, transmitted, or faxed by August

21, 2000.

SUMMARY/RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM THE SECOND COMMENT PERIOD
The Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) requested public comment

from January 1, 2000, through January 31, 2000, on IDEM's draft rule language. IDEM received
comments from the following parties:

AK Industries, Incorporated AKI
AOC AOC
BPAmoco BPA
Composites Fabricators Association CFA
David A. Vollrath DV
DeRolf Environmental Consulting Agency, Inc. DECA
Environmental Solutions, LLC. ESL
Formula Thunderbird Products FTP
Global Glass, Incorporated GGI
Godfrey Conveyor CO., Incorporated GCC
Graves Spray Supply GSS
Harris-Kayot HK
Monaco Coach Corporation MCC
National Marine Manufacturers Association NMMA
Prodesign PRO
Rinker Boat Company RBC
Smoker Craft, Inc. SCI
Starcraft Marine L.L.C. SML

Following is a summary of the comments received and IDEM's responses thereto.

Applicability (326 IAC 20-25-1)

Comment: The fiberglass rule should be a volatile organic compound (VOC) Article 8 rule
and not a toxic or maximum available control technology (MACT) rule.  This is consistent with the
testimony and record for the legislative bills, especially Senate Bill 69's hearing testimony.  The rule
was always referred to as a reasonable available control technology (RACT) rule or a formalization
of the presumptive best available control technology (BACT).  The rule is a natural fit in Article 8,
where the proposed controls are consistent with and familiar to those companies already subject to
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Article 8.  If IDEM is going to continue to promote the reinforced composite rule as a toxic rule, the
regulated community needs to hear compelling reasons for such a decision. Being a VOC rule versus
a toxic rule offers certain advantages like:

$ The rule has value after the federal MACT floors are finalized.
$ Applicability levels are different so sources not subject to the federal rule could be

subject to a state rule, such as larger sources with minor fiberglass operations.
$ A VOC rule would maintain a requirement for economic feasibility, which has been

one of the most difficult measures to find a way to address in MACT.
$ A VOC rule would allow more diversification for distinct operations (subcategories)

or process limits.
$ A VOC rule would be more amenable to change than the federal rule or a state

MACT rule.  As technology improves or new fiberglass technologies are developed
a VOC rule could be amended. This is especially important for developing
technologies that may not be recognized on the federal level.

$ A control technology database currently exists for the reinforced fiberglass industry.
$ With a MACT rule, there is a preconceived notion that we must meet or exceed the

federal MACT (gap filling) and no notion exists for a VOC rule.
$ Pollution prevention measures have been shown to be comparable in reducing

emissions to possible MACT add-on controls, but with numerous benefits and none
of the characteristic detriments of add-on controls such as fuel consumption,
combustion emissions, wasted product, and reduced incentives to refine raw
materials.

$ A VOC Article 8 rule follows the Akeep it straight and simple principle@.
(ESL)(GGI)(MCC)

Comment: The history of HB1919 makes it clear that it was not designed to be a MACT rule,
but rather a RACT/BACT rule regulating styrene as a VOC in fiberglass manufacturing processes,
other than boat manufacturing. (FTP)(HK)(GCC)(PRO)(RBC)(SCI)(SML)

Response:  Indiana=s air rules are separated into articles, with each article focused on
regulations for a particular pollutant or class of pollutants.  This comment argues that the styrene rule
should be included in Article 8 which addresses volatile organic compounds, rather than Article 20
which addresses air toxics.  IDEM=s focus in developing this rule has not been on whether it requires
reasonably available control technology (RACT), best available control technology (BACT), or
maximum achievable control technology (MACT) but, as directed by the Indiana General Assembly,
on establishing a level playing field and known reasonable emission reduction requirements for the
composite plastics industry.  Specific reasons and responses to the comments are as follows:

$ Styrene, the pollutant of concern from the fiber reinforced plastics composites
industry, is both a volatile organic compound (VOC) and a hazardous air pollutant
(HAP).  The emission reduction requirements are appropriate for Article 20, and
would not differ significantly if the rule were in Article 8.  It will be easier to ensure
consistency between the state and anticipated federal rule if they are in the same
article.

$ If the draft styrene rule is part of the Article 8 rules, the applicability threshold would
be established at fifteen (15) pounds of actual VOC emissions per day.  This is
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considerably lower than the proposed applicability for major HAP sources.  IDEM
believes applying the rule to very small sources could create an economic hardship,
without accompanying environmental benefit. 

$ Recent BACT determinations and industry comments suggest that the draft rule
requirements, after revisions from comments, represent BACT and RACT for these
sources. 

$ IDEM believes that emissions from sources not subject to the rule, as proposed,
would be insignificant.

$  IDEM has added subcategories and would consider the possibility of additional
subcategories, if appropriate.

$ The proposed rule does not prohibit or penalize sources for developing new
technologies or using pollution prevention.

$ The RACT/BACT/LAER, lowest achievable emission rate (LAER), clearinghouse
maintained by U.S. EPA does not contain recent information for the fiber reinforced
plastics industry and is of limited value for this rulemaking.  Recent case-by-case
BACT analyses made pursuant to 326 IAC 8-1-6 and MACT determinations made
pursuant to 326 IAC 2-4.1 have revealed technologies that are deemed effective and
reasonable for the industry.  These have been incorporated into the rule.

$ IDEM has no preconceived MACT levels for this draft rule but believes the draft rule
should represent current BACT determinations.  Just because it=s in Article 20 does
not mean it=s a MACT level of control.

$ The draft rule encourages pollution prevention; it does not require add-on controls.
 However, the draft rule does allow add-on controls to be used alone or as part of an
emissions averaging compliance approach.

$ The emission reduction approach used in the draft rule is independent of placement
within the Indiana Administrative Code (IAC).

Comment: History shows that the U. S. Congress and EPA have kept the boat manufacturers
in a group separate from the Reinforced Plastic Composite Fabricators.  This separation should
continue and the boat builders should be excluded from this regulation.  Since our companies are
basically already meeting the emission requirements of the proposed rule, this rule will not cause us
to do anything that will reduce emissions.  Our companies have been proactive in reducing
emissions. (AKI)(FTP)(HK)(GCC)(RBC)(SCI)(SML)

Comment: HB1919 should not apply to fiberglass boat building because boat building is not
specifically mentioned in HB 1919. (ESL)(FTP)(GCC)(GGI)(HK)(NMMA)(RBC)(SCI)(SML)

Comment: If boat manufacturing is included, the rule must recognize differences between
boat manufacturing and reinforced plastics and be consistent with developing national standards.
(NMMA)

Response: Boat building is not specifically mentioned in HB1919, but the air pollution
control board is directed to establish appropriate standards for control of air pollution from new and
existing sources in the reinforced plastic composites fabricating industry.  Since numerous boat
manufacturers use reinforced plastic composites open molding processes to fabricate their products
and are major sources of styrene emissions, IDEM believes that it is appropriate to include boat
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builders in this rule.  However, a separate category for boat builders has been added to Section 3,
Emission standards.

Comment: At the end of the sentence in 326 IAC 20-25-1(a)(2), add A and not other
processes@.  There are adhesives and caulks that have styrene in them, which come out of a tube, and
are not meant to be included. (SCI)(SML)

Response: The rule applies to open molding processes.  It is not necessary to include all
processes that are not open molding.

Comment: An exemption should be written for minor sources that emit less than 5 tpy of
styrene and consistent with the Article 8 applicability requirements, facilities with potential
emissions below 25 tpy would not be subject to the rule. (MCC)

Comment: An exemption should be written for minor sources consistent with current Article
8 applicability requirements. (ESL)(GGI)
 Response: Article 8 rules generally apply to sources whose actual emissions are greater than
fifteen (15) pounds per day or two and seven tenths (2.7) tons per year, but they are not required to
obtain a permit unless their potential emissions are twenty-five (25) tons per year.  While IDEM
believes that an exemption level of five (5) tons per year is too high for sources emitting styrene,
emission reductions from sources smaller than three (3) tons per year would be insignificant.  The
applicability emission level of the draft rule is consistent with the potential to emit thresholds for U.
S. EPA MACT requirements.  The draft has been revised to apply to sources with actual emissions
greater than three (3) tons per year.

Comment: Applicability determinations in 326 IAC 20-25-1(a)(3) should correspond with
established 326 IAC standards.  Change the applicability threshold for this rule to correspond with
established Article 8 or Article 2 thresholds. (PRO)

Response: 326 IAC 2-4.1-1, Major Sources of Hazardous Air Pollutants, and 326 IAC 2-7-2,
Part 70 permits: applicability, includes sources whose potential to emit is ten (10) tons per year of
a single HAP and twenty-five (25) tons per year of any combination of HAPs.  326 IAC 8-2, Surface
coating emission limitations, applies in certain counties to sources that have actual emissions greater
than fifteen (15) pounds of VOC per day before add-on controls.  The draft rule has increased the
applicability level to three (3) tons of actual styrene emissions per year.

Comment: The rule should not address new or reconstructed sources.  These should be left
to the federal MACT rule. (ESL)(GGI)(MCC)

Response:  HB1919 requires the air pollution control board to adopt rules to establish
appropriate standards for control of air pollution from new and existing sources in the reinforced
plastic composites fabricating industry.  IDEM believes the most appropriate method for addressing
new and reconstructed sources subject to 326 IAC 2-4.1-1, case by case MACT, is to exempt them
from Section 3, emission standards.

Comment: MACT will encourage resin and gel coat suppliers to switch from styrene and
methyl methacrylate to other non-HAP monomers, such as vinyl toluene.  If Indiana sets VOC limits
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that are based on EPA=s HAP limits, then resins and gel coats developed to meet MACT may not
meet the Indiana rule.  Accordingly, Indiana=s rule should address only HAPs, and not VOCs
generally. (CFA)

Response: IDEM agrees that styrene should be regulated as a HAP and resins and gel coat
suppliers may be motivated to switch from styrene and methyl methacrylate to other nonHAP
monomers, such as vinyl toluene.  Vinyl toluene is a VOC but much less volatile than styrene and
will emit less VOC from open molding processes.  Such sources would be subject to Article 8 rules.

Definitions (326 IAC 20-25-2)

Comment: The definition of AAs applied@ should leave out the words Aadhesive and gluing@.
(SCI)(SML)

Response: IDEM believes the term Aas applied@ is inappropriate to this industry because the
formulation changes during the application process with the addition of fiberglass material and
catalyst.  The definition Aas applied@ has been deleted and replaced with Adelivered to the applicator@.

Comment: Please add a definition for Aemission unit@. (PRO)
Response: AEmission unit@ is defined at 326 IAC 1-2-23.5.

Comment: The following definitions should be added. ASkin coat@ is a thin protective layer
of resin, used in boat building, applied between the gel coat and laminate that provides corrosion
resistance and prevents osmotic blistering and Abase coat gel coat@ is an interior gel coat, used in boat
building, to protect the laminate.  Many boat builders supplement virgin base coat by using recycled
scrap gel coat as base coat gel coat. (NMMA)

Response: IDEM believes that a definition for Askin coat@ is a subcategory of definitions
included in the draft rule such as Acorrosion resistant@.  However, definitions of Abase coat gel coat@
and Askin coat@ have been added.

Comment: The definition of  Acorrosion resistant products@ should be consistent with the
proposed definition in an August 18, 1998 letter to Madeleine Strum at U. S. EPA. A part of that
definition is: AA corrosion resistant product is made using a corrosion-resistant resin, and is
manufactured to an industry standard related to corrosion resistance or is manufactured for a given
end-use involving chemical exposures or products needing high heat resistance or high strength@.
(CFA)

Response: IDEM agrees and has added the proposed definition of Acorrosion resistant
products@ to the draft rule.

Comment: One of the most important parts of the rule will be in definitions. Good
descriptions on technologies such as Aflowcoaters@ and operations such as Aopen molding@ are
needed. (ESL)(GGI)(MCC)

Comment: AOpen molding@ should be defined as: AThe application of resin or gel coat to an
open mold, using manual (bucket and brush or roller), mechanical (atomized or non-atomized; non-
atomized is the use of flow coaters, flow choppers, pressure fed rollers, or other non-manual
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processes that does not result in the formation of small atomized droplets of resin, or filament
winding (application of resin to strands of glass using a resin bath, and then winding the wet glass
onto the mold).  Open molding does not include pultrusion or wet system or liquid compression
molding.@ (CFA)

Comment: With the advancement in technology in equipment design, gel coat can now be
applied with a flow coat application.  Therefore, gel coat should be included in the description of
Aflowcoater@ along with the word Aresin@ in definition #10.(GSS)

Comment: In definition #19, Anon-spray resin application technology@, the phrase Aor broken
into droplets@ should be eliminated since this is a characteristic of fluid dynamics and would be
evident after the continuous consolidated streams of resin leave the tip of the flow coat applicator.
 The streams will then begin to de-energize and break into droplets even as they continue in a stream
pattern of resin or gelcoat toward the part. Also, the phrase Awith chopped glass roving@ should be
eliminated.  Many manufacturers using hand application use a flow coater to wet out glass and not
to apply chopped glass.  The stream pattern is no different than described in definition #10 for Aflow
coater@. (GSS)

Response: The following definitions have been changed in the draft rule: Anon-spray resin
application technology@ definition has been changed to Anon-atomized@; Aflow coater@ has been
changed to include Agel coat@; Afilament winding@ has been added; and Aopen molding@ has been
changed to be consistent with the comment above from CFA.

Comment: Regarding 326 IAC 20-25-2, Definitions, (20) AOpen Molding Process@ should
not be redefined to exclude patching and joining operations. To exclude explicitly such operations
would in effect encourage firms to avoid controls on these relatively wasteful and ad hoc procedures.
 The draft language should stand because it will have the beneficial effect of promoting efficient use
of materials and discouraging wasteful, polluting operations. (DV)

Response:  Patching and joining operations are intermittent repair activities, classified as
insignificant activities in Article 2, Permit Review Rules, and are not open molding processes. 
Patching and joining operations can reduce emissions by reducing mold production requirements.
 IDEM agrees that wasteful polluting operations should be discouraged.

Comment: APolymer cast molding@ should be added to the definitions and clarified that it is
a closed tooling process and not subject to the rule. (MCC)

Comment: APatch repair and other repair or body work processes@ should be added to the
definitions and clarified that they are out-of-mode processes and not subject to the rule. (MCC)

Response: IDEM does not agree that definitions should include all those processes that are
not subject to the rule.  APolymer cast molding@ is not included in the open molding definition and
is not subject to the rule.  ARepair@ is not production and is not subject to the rule.

Comment: It would be beneficial if a minimum coloring substance percentage were
established in definition #21, Apigmented resins@. (PRO)

Response: The term Apigmented resins@ is not used in the draft rule and will be deleted. 
However, a definition for Apigmented gel coat@ has been added.
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Comment: Remove definition #24, Areconstruction@.  This rule has no additional
requirements for reconstructed sources. (PRO)

Response: 326 IAC 20-25-3(f) includes reconstructed emission units.  However,
Areconstruction@ is defined at 326 IAC 1-2-65 and has been deleted from this rule.

Comment: IDEM should preserve the definitions and emissions standards of the draft rule,
not weaken them.  These strong new rules will encourage the reinforced plastics composites
fabricating industry to become more competitive and reduce wasteful, polluting production materials
and processes. (DV)

Response: IDEM agrees that the new rules will encourage the reinforced plastics composites
fabricating industry to become more competitive and reduce wasteful, polluting production materials
and processes.  Some definitions and emission standards have been added or revised to add clarity
and to incorporate new information.

Emission standards (326 IAC 20-25-3)

Comment: IDEM should use all data sources available to establish emission control levels
for reinforced composites.  The draft rule relies largely upon the U. S. EPA=s draft MACT Afloors@.
 EPA may revise the databases and the Afloors@ will undoubtedly change.  Development of an Indiana
rule based exclusively on EPA=s proposed MACT control levels is premature.  IDEM should use the
MACT databases as a starting point, but also check any proposed control levels that result from it
with additional information. (BPA)

Response: IDEM is using all available data sources of information to establish emission
control levels for reinforced composites fabricating open molding processes.  The revisions to the
draft rule have been made in response to comments in which additional information has been
supplied.

Comment: The manual application categories with their corresponding maximum HAP
content values should be incorporated into a base resin application category in 326 IAC 20-25-3(a).
(PRO)

Comment: The distinctions between manual and mechanical applications should be dropped.
 There is no increase in emissions from a manual application versus a mechanical application.  This
would simplify the rule with no substantial impact. (AKI)(MCC)

Comment: Manual non-corrosion resistant resins should be increased to 35 %.  This category
includes a very diverse group of operations such as body shops, repair shops, seam filling and single
piece fabricators. This is a very small percentage of the whole industry and for those facilities that
do both manual and mechanical applications, the requirement for a special resin is not justified or
reasonable. (AOC)(CFA)(ESL)(GGI)(MCC)

Comment: Manual application of tooling gelcoat should be increased to 45% VOC for the
same reasons as manual noncorrosion resistant resins and because this is consistent with what is
available in the market place. (MCC)

Response: Manual and mechanical resin application emission limit subcategories have been
merged together.  The HAP content limits for mechanical application subcategories in the draft rule



6/29/00gjb 9

will be the limits for both manual and mechanical resin application.  IDEM believes that no
significant environmental impact will result from merging these subcategories and it is consistent
with requests to keep the requirements of the rule simple to implement.

Comment: NMMA requests that IDEM adopt the following standards and exemptions for
boat manufacturing processes: production resin, average 35% HAP material with non-atomized
application equipment; pigmented gel coat, average 34% HAP material; clear gel coat, average 48%
HAP material; base coat gel coat, average 34% HAP material; skin coat, exempt from HAP material
percentage with nonatomized application equipment; tooling resin, exempt or less that 43% HAP
material with nonatomized application equipment; tooling gel coat, exempt or less that 48% HAP
material. (NMMA)

Response: The draft rule for preliminary adoption has been changed to include a category for
watercraft manufacturing with the following HAP limits: production noncorrosion resistant unfilled
resin, average thirty-five percent (35%) HAP material with non-atomized application equipment;
pigmented gel coat, average thirty-four (34%) HAP material; clear gel coat, average forty-eight
percent (48%) HAP material; base coat gel coat, average thirty-four percent (34%) HAP material;
tooling resin, forty-three percent (43%) HAP material with nonatomized application equipment;
tooling gel coat, forty-eight percent (48%) HAP material. Skin coat has been included with the
corrosion resistant subcategory.

Comment: IDEM=s special category for corrosion resins is appropriate, but the control levels
must be revised.  Altering resin chemistry affects the properties of the final polymer because styrene
is an integral part of virtually all composite resins.  Determining maximum styrene content allowable
in corrosion resins based upon U. S. EPA=s point value equations does not accurately reflect the
EPA=s MACT floors and is misleading.  Styrene resin content is typically not used as an emission
control technique in the corrosion resin segment of the industry.   Therefore, IDEM should revise
its rule to delete styrene content limits for corrosion resins and replace the styrene content limits with
appropriate controls used by the industry and consistent with those identified by EPA. (BPA)

Comment: Low-HAP corrosion resins should not be applied as an emissions control for
manual application of corrosion resins. A letter to U. S. EPA from CFA dated December 15, 1999
addressing industry review of the EPA MACT databases states: A...our position [is] that the
manufacture of corrosion-resistant composite products requires that the resins be selected according
to the chemical and physical demands of the end use.  On a practical level, manufacturers of
corrosion-resistant composite products often have little flexibility in selecting resins according to
desired HAP content, emission characteristics, or other criteria.  Resin and HAP content selection
is highly constrained by resin manufacturer recommendation or end use specifications for the use
for which the products are intended.  This is not just an artifact of the current marketplace, but a
practical consequence of the limitations of various resins, and the liability should an alternative
resins be substituted and the product fail in use.  IDEM should abandon its styrene content based
standard for all corrosion resin applications. (BPA)

Comment: Monomer content is not really a Acontrol@ for the manufacture of corrosion
resistant products.  Molders of these products must select resins (and monomer content) based on
the chemical and physical environments to which the products will be exposed, and/or end user
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specifications or industry standards.  The 48% HAP limit should apply to all open mold processes
used for the manufacture of corrosion resistant products: manual, mechanical, and filament winding.
(CFA)

Comment: IDEM should use as a guide the styrene content limits contained in state rules for
Illinois and Maryland, and the air district rule in California.  Other states have addressed the question
of HAP (or VOC) content limits in corrosion resins, gel coats and tooling and have concluded that
a cap of no less than 48% HAP is appropriate.  IDEM should employ the industry standard of 48%
styrene for corrosion resins until such time as EPA issues its final MACT standard. (BPA)

Comment: Corrosion fabricators need to use resins with up to 48% HAP to make products
that will stand up to the various end uses.  HAP content is not a Acontrol@ for the manufacture of
corrosion resistant and other specialty products needing high strength as well as resistance to heat
and chemicals. (AOC) (CFA)

Response: The U. S. EPA MACT Afloors@ and point value equations provide calculations for
corrosion resistant resins with nonatomized application to be forty-eight percent (48%) HAP content.
The published draft rule and the EPA equations require corrosion resistant resins with thirty-eight
percent (38%) HAP content and atomized application.  The HAP content limits are consistent with
other state rules and an industry proposal for Indiana RACT for composites manufacturing submitted
to IDEM dated August 2, 1999.  The use of nonatomized application technology and the averaging
provisions of the rule should provide the flexibility necessary to accommodate specialty products.

Comment: IDEM should abandon its reliance on styrene content overall and focus on
emissions from corrosion resins.  The technical basis for the Indiana and EPA rules appears very
different.  IDEM relies upon styrene content as the basis for its rule, whereas EPA=s draft MACT
floors are based upon emissions of HAP constituents.  IDEM=s rule should focus on emissions as
well. (BPA)

Response: The point value system used by U. S. EPA for the draft MACT floors combines
specific emission reduction techniques into a numerical standard.  It is not an emission limit or
emission factor and is calculated based on resin HAP content and application method.  The draft rule
presents HAP content limits and application methods.

Comment: HAP limits for gel coats are too low.  They do not reflect the materials that are
needed for a large variety of end-uses, many of which require the use of special materials or colors
with increased resistance to different environments. (AOC)

Comment: Clear production gelcoats should be set at 45% VOC content.  This basically
reflects what is available in the marketplace. (DECA)(ESL)(GGI)(MCC)

Comment: IDEM should revise its styrene content limits for clear gel coat to reflect resins
available in the market and to ensure that the range of properties required for gel coats are
maintained.  Many gel coats are formulated with two HAPs, styrene and methyl methacrylate, based
upon the desired properties and service conditions to which the product will be subject.  These two
HAPs allow for a wider range of properties but also result in a wider range of HAP contents than is
typical in resins.  Restricting clear gel coats to very low HAP levels is likely to result in unintended
consequences such as lowering service life of products. (BPA)

Comment: The Indiana rule should not restrict HAP content for clear gel coat to less than
50% and for pigmented gel coats to not less than 45%.  These levels reflect the need for higher HAP
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gel coats for products needing to meet the standard for plastic plumbing fixtures and other specialty
applications. (CFA)

Response: The U.S. EPA draft MACT point value equations calculate the gel coat with
atomized application to be thirty percent (30%) HAP content for pigmented gel coat, forty-four
percent (44%) for clear production gelcoat, and thirty-eight percent (38%) for tooling.  Some
companies have accepted a thirty-seven percent (37%) HAP content limit for pigmented gel coat in
their permits and IDEM believes thirty-seven percent (37%) HAP content is appropriate.  To meet
the standards for plastic plumbing fixtures and other specialty products, the draft rule has been
revised to include gel coats for American National Standards Institute (ANSI) certification
requirements.

Comment: Filled resins should be divided into two categories: less than 40% filler and
greater than 40% filler.  The category with less than 40% filler should be able to use 35% VOC
because this resin requires less wetting and can commonly survive with general purpose resins.  The
category with greater than 40% filler should be 38% VOC because this filler has greater wetting and
bonding requirements which require higher styrene levels. (MCC)

Comment: Filled resins should be divided into two categories: less than 35% filler (resin with
35% VOC)  and greater than 35% filler (resin with 38% VOC).  Businesses who are using high
amounts of fillers are already reducing the amount of resin being used compared to standard industry
practices.  Since they are lowering the styrene emissions automatically by adding high amounts of
fillers, they should be allowed to use higher styrene content products for ease in application and
product durability. (ESL)(GGI)(MCC)

Comment: Clarifications should be made for example that a filler is not adding fibrous strand
to the resin. (ESL)(GGI)

Comment: Another section for filled application should be added.  The styrene content for
a filled application should be at 43% level.  A filled application reduces the amount of material used
versus neat systems. (AKI)

Response: IDEM agrees that by adding high amounts of fillers, the styrene emissions are
automatically lower.  The draft rule has been changed to reflect that the production noncorrosion
filled resin HAP content has been increased to thirty-eight percent (38%).   The definition of filled
resin has been changed to greater than thirty-five percent (35%) filler which does not include adding
fibrous strand.  Resin with less than thirty-five percent (35%) filler will be considered unfilled and
the HAP content limit will remain thirty-five percent (35%)

Comment: An increasing number of products are made with a thermoformed thermoplastic
sheet (typically acrylic) as the exterior surface of the product (instead of gel coat).  The filled resin
system that is applied to the thermoplastic sheet must contain at least 42% HAP to provide adequate
bonding of the laminate to the surface sheet.  The Indiana rule should similarly allow the use of filled
resin with 42% HAP for this application. (CFA)

Response: Since the gel coat emissions are eliminated, IDEM agrees that for products made
with a thermoformed thermoplastic sheet as the exterior surface of the product, the resin can contain
forty-two percent (42%) HAP content.  A separate subcategory for this process has been added to
the draft rule.



6/29/00gjb 12

Comment: Casting should be added as a category with 37% VOC and add a category for
patch repair with 60% VOC. (ESL)(GGI)(MCC)

Response: Polymer casting and patch repair are not considered open molding.  The U.S. EPA
draft MACT floors document does not include these processes in the open molding category.

Comment: Add a category for fill primer and sandable gelcoats with 38% VOC.
(ESL)(GGI)(MCC)

Response: The emissions averaging provisions in the draft rule gives sources the flexibility
to use different products.  Therefore, new subcategories for fill primer and sandable gel coats have
not been added. 

Comment: HAP limits for tooling resins are too low.  This is a small use application, and
such a limitation will cause the production of inferior tooling while not having any significant impact
on overall emissions. (AOC)

Comment: Monomer content for tooling resins should be 43%. (AKI)
Comment: IDEM should abandon styrene content limits for tooling resins or use the 48% to

50% styrene content limits applied in other state=s rules.  In tooling applications, service life and
performance properties such as dimensional stability, heat resistance, shrink and chemical resistance
are critical.  The CFA reports that only about one (1) percent of all resins used in composites are
tooling resins.  Long-lived tools minimize the use of tooling resins. (BPA)(CFA)

Response: IDEM believes that minimum standards should be maintained for tooling resin
and tooling gel coat to achieve reasonable emission reductions.  The draft U.S. EPA MACT point
value equations calculate the nonatomized tooling resin as fifty-five percent (55%) HAP content and
atomized tooling resin as forty-three percent (43%) HAP content.  The emissions averaging in the
draft rule gives sources the flexibility to use different products without raising the HAP content of
a particular subcategory.

Comment: Tooling gelcoats need to be raised to 45%.  This is consistent with what is
available in the market and for this critical service, we need to be careful that we don=t regulate
inferior products.  In addition, the minor volume of material used in this application presents little
environmental harm but significant economic risk to companies if the result is bad parts.
(MCC)(DECA)

Comment: Tooling gel coat should be increased to 42% VOC. Lower styrene content in
tooling resins and gelcoats takes away from tooling life and will force a need to replace molds more
frequently. If the VOC content is not raised, exempt tooling operations from this rule because they
are minor in volume. (ESL)(GGI)

Comment: Tooling gelcoat should be increased to 40%. (MCC)
Response:  The draft U.S. EPA MACT point value equations calculate the atomized tooling

gel coat as thirty-eight percent (38%) HAP content which is what has been included in the draft rule.
 The emission averaging provision in the draft rule gives sources the flexibility to use different
products without raising the HAP content of a particular category.  IDEM agrees that tooling gel
coats require a high degree of strength for improved mold life.  Reducing the quality of molds can
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result in greater emissions to the atmosphere from the additional mold making that would be
required.  IDEM proposes a tooling gel coat standard of forty-five percent (45%) for nonwatercraft
and forty-eight percent (48%) for watercraft, with the understanding that the MACT floor may be
significantly different.

Comment: The HAP contents listed in the table in Section 3 for filament winding are less
than half of the numbers listed in EPA=s floor document. The numbers should be changed to 45%,
which is consistent at least with the EPA MACT proposal. (ESL)(GGI)(MCC)(DECA)

Comment: Resin for non-corrosion resistant filament winding requires a minimum of 35%
monomer content.  With a lower styrene content, the material will not release the air trapped in the
product, causing an inferior product.  The styrene content should be consistent with the CFA model.
 Filament winding should be an exception in 326 IAC 20-25-3(b). (AKI)

Comment: IDEM should abandon its proposed styrene content limits for filament winding.
 Knowledge of customers in the industry suggests that styrene content is not an appropriate emissions
control for this industry and if imposed, will hamper the fabricator=s ability to produce products and
meet certain testing specifications such as Underwriters Laboratories (UL) testing. (BPA)

Response: The HAP content for filament winding resins were miscalculated using the U.S.
EPA draft MACT point value equations.  The correct calculated HAP limits are forty-two percent
(42%) for corrosion resistant resin and forty-five percent (45%) noncorrosion resistant resin. 
Additionally, filament winding emissions account for a very small percentage of the total styrene
emissions in Indiana and IDEM believes currently available information is insufficient to establish
limits for this category.  Therefore, IDEM proposes to delete filament winding from the draft rule.
 Filament winding emissions will be controlled by the federal MACT to be promulgated in early
2001.

Comment: Regarding 326 IAC 20-25-3, Emission standards, the draft standards for HAP
monomer content should be preserved, not revised upward.  IDEM=s bases for determining these
draft standards seem very reasonable.  Moreover, the draft standards will have the beneficial effect
of encouraging suppliers to develop even less toxic material.  Others= comments to allow greater
HAP content will retard the competitive process of minimizing waste and toxicity in this industry.
(DV)

Response: IDEM agrees that waste and toxicity in the reinforced plastics composites
fabricating industry should be minimized and suppliers of raw materials to this industry should be
encouraged to develop less toxic materials.  IDEM also agrees that certain standards should be
maintained at the originally proposed levels.  However, as additional information becomes available,
some standards will change.  As the review process progresses and more information is available to
IDEM to evaluate appropriate HAP contents for resins and gel coats, additional revisions or
categories may be required in the rule.

Comment: IDEM should adopt exemptions under the rule for tooling resin and gel coat and
the use of skin coat resins.  For each of these processes, the associated HAP emissions are de
minimis and the regulatory costs that would result from an emission standard are not justifiable.
IDEM can enforce compliance with this incidental de minimis use exemption through record
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keeping. (NMMA)
Response:  IDEM believes the proposed emission standards for tooling resin and gel coat and

the use of skin coat resins represent RACT/BACT for the affected industries and does not propose
exempting these categories.

Comment: NMMA requests that IDEM allow boat builders to use the EPA proposed point
value system for averaging emissions. (NMMA)

Response: Subdivision 3(f) of the draft rule states that a source may comply using monthly
emissions averaging within each specific material and application category listed in subsection 3(a)
without prior approval by the commissioner.  A source may employ monthly emissions averaging
to meet a standard as stated in subdivision 3(h)(2) of the draft rule with commissioner approval. 
IDEM believes these provisions provide adequate flexibility and upon approval, the possibility of
using U.S. EPA=s point value system for determining compliance.

Comment: With advancement in technology for equipment design, gel coats and filled resins
can now be applied with flow coaters and should be added as an acceptable means of applying gel
coat and filled resins.  This issue should be addressed in 326 IAC 20-25-3(b) for materials applied,
and if need be, subsection (c) for type of equipment used to apply gelcoat. (GSS)

Comment: Add something that allows new types of equipment, methods or products that are
as good or better than the listed ones in 326 IAC 20-25-3(b) and (c).
(DECA)(ESL)(GGI)(PRO)(SCI)(SML)

Comment: Under Section 3(c), add a number (4) for equivalent technologies.  As non-spray
technologies are developed and proven, they should be available for the gelcoat operations.
(MCC)(PRO)

Response: IDEM agrees.  326 IAC 20-25-3 and the definitions have been revised to reflect
the use of additional equivalent application equipment.

Comment: 326 IAC 20-25-3(c) should read: AUnless specified in subsection (b), gelcoat and
mechanical application of resin shall include any of the following spray equipment but not limited
to: 1) HVLP, 2) airless, 3) air-assisted airless, 4) flowcoaters.@ (AKI)

Response: IDEM has revised this subsection to allow flowcoaters and other equipment
equivalent to that listed in subdivisions (2) through (4).

Comment:  Section 3(g)(2)(H) should be eliminated for it serves no environmental purpose
but eliminates flexibility for companies.  In our industry where change is constant, we never know
when product or materials may require the use of application technologies other than those listed.
 If the company can demonstrate equivalent emissions, options should not be unnecessarily
restricted. (DECA)(MCC)(PRO)

Response: IDEM agrees that if a company can demonstrate equivalent emissions, options
should not be unnecessarily restricted.  Section 3(c) has been revised to incorporate equivalent
equipment. Subcategories requiring nonatomized application technology will not be removed as
IDEM believes this would be an unnecessary relaxation of the RACT/BACT standards.
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Comment: Controlled spray as an emission reduction technology should be recognized as is
currently being done in Oregon. (ESL)(GGI)(MCC)

Response: Communications with Oregon officials indicate that they allow controlled spray
on a case-by case basis.  Most of their sources are boat manufacturers whose styrene emissions are
normally thirty (30) to thirty-five (35) tons per year.  Whether they use controlled spray credits or
not does not change the level of permit that they need.  Indiana sources are different but IDEM does
allow controlled spray on a case-by-case basis.

Comment: 326 IAC 20-25-3(g)(2)(F) should be eliminated.  Controlled spray is not federally
recognized. (PRO)

Response: U.S. EPA representatives have stated publicly that they would not approve
controlled spray due to the inability to enforce such a provision.  However, IDEM has left the
controlled spray provision in the draft rule to accommodate future applicants who can satisfy all of
the approval elements and for the automated controlled spray that has been approved by IDEM. 
Sources have been advised that controlled spray may not be recognized by U. S. EPA.

Work practice standards (326 IAC 20-25-4)

Comment: The Work Practices Standards should identify established practices, similar to
what is done in Article 8, but delete any requirements for the written work practices implementation
plan.  This is burdensome, serves only as a compliance exposure, and does nothing to protect the
environment. (MCC)

Comment: Please do not add another written program. Everything in the draft rule is in our
air permit or other regulations.  Additional programs that duplicate or contradict existing programs
are also confusing to government inspectors and could result in erroneous citations. A lot of time is
spent trying to satisfy both IDEM and IOSHA inspectors with wording in a written program that
changed nothing in the plant. (SCI)(SML)

Comment: Please modify 326 IAC 20-25-4(a) to read: AEach owner or operator of a source
or emission unit subject to this rule will operate in accordance with the work practice standards
contained in sections (b) and (c)@. (PRO)

Comment: Delete 326 IAC 20-25-4, Work Practice Standards in its entirety.  The entire
section does nothing to protect the environment.  The substantial emissions reductions come from
proposed 326 IAC 20-25-3. (DECA)

Comment: If no credit is given for these work practice items in the CFA factors, they should
not be mandatory. (ESL)(GGI)

Comment: Requiring boat builders to prepare, update, and maintain a work practice
implementation plan will place an administrative and economic burden on boat builders.  EPA has
recognized this in its work on the boat builders= MACT standard and has no plans to propose a work
practice standard for boat builders. (NMMA)

Response: The work practice standards section has been clarified and simplified to reflect
generally accepted work practice standards and to include a specific standard relating to proper
operation of nonatomized application technology.  The requirement to maintain on site a written
work practice plan has been eliminated from the section.
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Comment: As described in 326 IAC 20-25-4(b)(1) through (5), safe work practices are
detailed for proper handling of HAP containing materials and solvents.  Equipment design
requirements should not be confused with equipment handling. Subsection 6 should reflect that spray
equipment should be cleaned without requiring solvent to be sprayed into the air. (GSS)

Comment: 326 IAC 20-25-4(b)(3) should be modified to read: AVOC or HAP containing
solvents sprayed during clean-up or resin material changes shall be directed into solvent collection
containers@. (PRO)

Response: IDEM agrees.  326 IAC 20-25-4(b)(6) has been revised to read Asolvents sprayed
during clean-up or resin material changes shall be directed into solvent collection containers@. 
However, to restrict this requirement to VOC and HAP containing solvents is not reasonable because
during the cleaning process a nonHAP or nonVOC solvent will become contaminated with the VOC
or HAP containing material being cleaned.

Comment: 326 IAC 20-25-4(b)(1) should read: ASolvents with HAP contents shall be limited
to 220 gallons per year in the clean-up operation.@  There are times when nonHAP cleaners will not
clean the part or product. (AKI)(NMMA)

Comment: Identify a de minimis HAP content in 326 IAC 20-25-4(b)(1). (PRO)
Response: IDEM agrees.  A provision has been added to allow for a calendar year, the use

of five percent (5%) HAP containing clean up solvents not to exceed two hundred ten (210) gallons
per calendar year.  Sources should be aware that U. S. EPA=s current proposed MACT requirements
does not allow HAP containing clean-up solvents.

Comment: Please remove the first sentence from 326 IAC 20-25-4(b)(4) and eliminate 326
IAC 20-25-4(c)(1)(D) because they are redundant. (PRO)

Response: The first sentence in 326 IAC 20-25-4(b)(4) and the clause 326 IAC 20-25-
4(c)(1)(D) are not redundant.  However, 326 IAC 20-25-4 has been revised to improve clarity.

Comment: The Work Practices Standards should not add Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) requirements that are outside the scope of this rule.  It serves little benefit and
raises the issue of whether or not all federal and state rules that may be applicable to a fiberglass
operation should be covered. (MCC)

Comment: Please remove the first sentence in 326 IAC 20-25-4(b)(5) and modify the second
to read; AClean up materials, including rags and other wipes may be subject to RCRA hazardous
waste regulations found in 40 CFR 260-270 (July 1, 1998)*, and must be managed accordingly.
(PRO)

Response: References to RCRA requirements have been deleted in the draft rule to avoid
confusion.

Comment: Please modify 326 IAC 20-25-4(c)(1) to read: AUse closed containers for the
storage of the following VOC or HAP containing material.@ (PRO)

Response: IDEM agrees and has revised 326 IAC 20-25-4.
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Comment: Please modify 326 IAC 20-25-4(c)(2) to read: A cover shall be in place on any
VOC or HAP containing tank, vat, or vessel with a capacity greater than seven and five-tenths (7.5)
liters (two (2) gallons), including containers in which resin or gel coat materials are delivered to the
facility, while resin or gel coats are being formulated. (PRO)

Response: 326 IAC 20-25-4 has been revised.  IDEM believes it is not necessary to exempt
containers less than two (2) gallons.

Operator training (326 IAC 20-25-5)

Comment: Delete operator training.  Industries currently train for efficiency reasons.
Companies should be responsible for making sure their employees can perform their duties
effectively, not the State.  The conditions of this section are unduly burdensome and will not result
in enforceable emission reductions. (AKI)(DECA)(ESL)(GGI)(MCC)(PRO)

Comment: In boat building, if a gel coater or laminator does not make the grade this
employee is either moved to another job in the plant or terminated. EPA has no plans to require an
operator training standard in the boat builders MACT standard. (NMMA)

Comment: The rule should contain a minimum of training requirements. (CFA)
Comment: 326 IAC 20-25-5, Operator Training, should be less restrictive in order to tailor

to individual plant needs.  Stop at subsection (e).  As you list 40 CFR 265.16, some inspector could
hold the complete training program to these standards.  Fifteen years from now do we still need
training records from the year 2000? (SCI)(SML)

Response: IDEM recognizes that companies currently train their employees for efficiency
reasons and has deleted the operator training section from the draft rule.  However, U. S. EPA=s final
MACT standard for this industry may require operator training.

Testing requirements (326 IAC 20-25-6)

Comment: Please remove 326 IAC 20-25-6(b) because it is redundant. (PRO)
Response: The rule specifies no maximum emission limit.  The methods in section 6(b) are

included for those sources who may want to use emissions testing as part of an application under 326
IAC 20-25-3(g), approved monthly emissions averaging.  IDEM does not believe subsection 326
IAC 20-25-6(b) is redundant.

Record keeping (326 IAC 20-25-7)

Comment: Compliance documentation for companies electing to use compliant materials and
approved applicators should be limited to material safety data sheets (MSDSs) on-site.  Nothing else
is needed to show compliance with this rule.  For those companies electing or required to do
averaging, compliance record keeping should be limited to: MSDS or certified product data sheets,
usage or purchase and inventory records, and tracking application methods. (MCC)

Comment: Reduce compliance determination to: MSDS, usage or purchase and inventory
records, tracking application methods for averaging purposes only, semiannual reports, and no
compliance certification. (ESL)(GGI)
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Comment: 326 IAC 20-25-7(a)(2) should be revised to read ARecords shall include either
material safety data sheets (MSDS) or manufacturer=s certified product data sheets.  Whenever a
MSDS or manufacturer=s certified product data sheet specifies a range for the HAP containing
monomer, the largest value shall be used for determining compliance with this rule.@ (DECA)

Comment: Please add language to 326 IAC 20-25-7(a)(1) exempting sources using all
compliant materials from the remaining requirements of this section. (PRO)

Comment: Compliance record keeping in Section 7 should be eliminated and covered in Title
V.  There is not enough record keeping required by this rule, MSDS, to justify any special record
keeping requirements.  This is especially true for facilities using compliant materials and
technologies and for facilities below the applicability limits. (MCC)(NMMA)

Comment: This rule would add record keeping that duplicates present record keeping
requirements. (SCI)(SML)

Comment: Please revise 326 IAC 20-25-7(a)(3)(A) to read as follows: AHAP monomer
content of each resin and gelcoat.  Also, usage by weight of each resin and gelcoat if and only if
averaging is used to show compliance.@  Usage is only important if averaging is used to determine
compliance. (DECA)

Comment: Please revise 326 IAC 20-25-7(a)(3)(B) to read as follows: AA log of the dates of
use.  This shall be required if and only if averaging is used to show compliance.  If averaging is not
used to show compliance, this log is not required.@  If averaging is not used, the dates of usage are
irrelevant. (DECA)

Comment: Please delete 326 IAC 20-25-7-(a)(3)(C).  In that all methods other than those
specified in proposed 326 IAC 20-25-3 are proscribed, it follows that the only methods used will be
those specified.  This record is redundant, onerous, and burdensome while doing nothing to protect
the environment. (DECA)

Comment: Please delete 326 IAC 20-25-7(a)(3)(D). Section 326 IAC 20-25-3 specifies no
monthly total HAP emissions.  There is no upper limit specified, and no number could indicate
compliance with a nonexistent standard. (DECA)

Comment: 326 IAC 20-25-7(a)(3)(B) is not needed to show compliance. (AKI)
Comment: Remove the words AIncluding all training records, reports, and notifications@ from

326 IAC 20-25-7-(b).  Training requirements exceed the Air Board=s statutory authority and do
nothing to protect the environment and such record would compound this exceedance of authority.
(DECA)

Comment: We need to write a rule that reduces emissions in the interim prior to the federal
MACT, but doesn=t generate an unreasonable compliance burden.  The intent of the rule should be
to make available pollution prevention technology a requirement for all composite fabricators and
to encourage the use of low styrene resins and gel coats, especially where they have proven
themselves effective in the industry. (MCC)

Response: Record keeping requirements are necessary for sources and regulators to assess
compliance.  In order to include record keeping conditions in a source=s operating permit, authority
must be included in the underlying rule.  Section 7(a) of the draft rule has been revised to reflect the
documentation that is necessary to demonstrate compliance.  The air pollution control board has
authority to pass training requirement rules necessary for implementation of the Clean Air Act as
amended in 1990 or as directed by state legislation, but as stated above, the operator training section
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has been deleted from the draft rule.

Reporting (326 IAC 20-25-8)

Comment: 326 IAC 20-25-7 and 8 seem to duplicate existing reporting.  Why add to the
work load of both industry and IDEM?  IDEM is already receiving similar information. Anyone that
this rule affects will also need an air permit.  If reporting is a must, then just require a copy of Air
Permit Report. (ESL)(GGI)(SCI)(SML)

Comment: The rule should require a minimum of record keeping and reporting. (CFA)
Comment: Reporting requirements in Section 8 should be eliminated and covered under Title

V permits. Any source subject to this rule would also be considered a major source for purposes of
Title V.  All Title V sources are currently required to submit compliance certifications once a year
by 326 IAC 2-7-6(5).  If a source is certified to be in compliance with all applicable requirements,
then this rule would be included in that certification. (AKI)(DECA)(MCC)

Comment: Please add language to 326 IAC 20-25-8(a) exempting sources operating in
compliance with their Title V permit from the additional requirements of this section. (PRO)

Response: Because the rule will be in Article 20 and is intended to apply to major sources,
IDEM agrees with those who commented to simplify the rule and reduce duplicate reporting
requirements.  Part 70 permit rules already contain a minimum requirement of annual and semi-
annual compliance reporting.  Therefore, section 8 has been significantly revised to reduce reporting
requirements to an initial notification report and an initial compliance report.

New facilities; general reduction requirements (326 IAC 8-1-6)

Comment: The section of the rule addressing Article 8 BACT requirements can be eliminated
when this rule is incorporated into Article 8, as it should be. (MCC)

Comment: 326 IAC 8-1-6(c) can be eliminated if this rule is established as an Article 8
RACT rule. (PRO)

Comment: Please delete all proposed changes in 326 IAC 8-1-6.  Proposed 326 IAC 20-25-
1(b) states that compliance with proposed 326 IAC 20-25 automatically constitutes compliance with
326 IAC 8-1-6.  It has not been made perfectly clear to the public that the phrase Aemission unit@ and
Afacility@ are indeed one and the same and the regulated community must assume that this change
has been inserted to extend applicability of 326 IAC 8-1-6. (DECA)

Response: IDEM believes that a rule to control styrene emissions should be in Article 20,
Hazardous Air Pollutants.  However, revisions to 326 IAC 8-1-6 that were included in the second
notice of comment period and 326 IAC 20-25-3(d) have been eliminated.  IDEM considers Aemission
unit@ equivalent to Afacility@, but prefers the term Aemission unit@.  At this time, IDEM believes that
neither an exemption from 326 IAC 8-1-6 nor changes to 326 IAC 8-1-6 are necessary for the
following reasons:

$ IDEM believes that the MACT determination for new facilities, pursuant to 326 IAC
2-4.1-1, New source toxics control, will always represent BACT for those facilities,
satisfying the requirements of 326 IAC 8-1-6. 

$ Regarding re-permitting of existing facilities with previous BACT determinations,
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IDEM believes that by the time this rule becomes effective, most, if not all, such
situations will have been resolved under the terms of the non-rule policy published
pursuant to HEA 1919.  The policy, which has been in effect since November 1,
1999, states that a source=s emission limitations may be increased to reflect the new
emission factors, but other conditions of their BACT determination will be revised
as well.  The revisions are likely to be in keeping with the requirements of this rule,
although specific conditions cannot be stipulated since 326 IAC 8-1-6 requires a
case-by-case determination.

$ The final federal MACT standard for this industry will address new sources.  Current
indications from U.S. EPA are that the new source requirements may be of sufficient
stringency to satisfy the definition of BACT for the purposes of 326 IAC 8-1-6.

Comment: The intent of the rule should be to make available pollution prevention technology
a requirement for all composite fabricators and to encourage the use of low styrene resins and gel
coats, especially where they have proven themselves effective in the industry. (MCC)

Response: The intent of this rulemaking is to reduce styrene emissions from the fiber
reinforced plastics composites industry.  IDEM agrees that pollution prevention technologies are
effective in reducing emissions at all sources of emissions.
General

Comment: A number of companies are going to be severely impacted by this rule.  Others
are going to find that technologies and compliant materials are readily available to meet these
requirements and they will experience minimal impact.  These are the people we are really trying to
address with the rule.  We want to make reasonable controls a standard for this industry.  However,
we have to take steps to insure that those others, especially if they present very minor environmental
issues because of either their size or volume of material use, are given special considerations and
reasonable limits.  Manual lay-up operations and tooling operations need to be treated more leniently
and given less demanding requirements.  The environmental threat from these operations is minimal,
but the potential impact on these businesses is substantial. (MCC)

Response: IDEM believes this draft rule represents both reasonably available and best
available control for these industries and should not adversely affect major sources.  IDEM believes
that the emission reduction technologies selected for this draft rule should apply to manual lay-up
operations and tooling operations because low emitting spray equipment and lower styrene raw
materials are readily available for the industry and all companies in the industry should be able to
use them.

Comment: This rule should be kept simple.  All the record keeping, and reporting needs to
be reduced to a minimal amount to demonstrate compliance with this rule and this rule only.  With
the suggestions that were offered at the Goshen meeting and from previous written comments, we
are very close to a final rule that will serve the intent of the legislature, serve IDEM, serve the public
and serve the regulated community.  We will have a rule that is simple, effective, that reduces
emissions, and is reasonably achievable for the regulated industry. (MCC)

Comment: Keep this rule simple and easy to understand.  Rules and regulations should be
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understandable to most people in our plants.  Why duplicate existing regulations or reporting?
(SCI)(SML)

Response: IDEM has simplified all sections of the draft rule where appropriate.

Comment: IDEM should incorporate into the rule a provision to sunset the rule once the
MACT standard becomes effective.  One or another MACT standard will apply to all major sources
subject to this rule.  As such, it would be duplicative for sources to have two sets of standards when
the intent of both is the same. (CFA)(BPA)(NMMA)

Response: Sources are frequently subject to state and federal requirements that are slightly
or significantly different.  IDEM intends to examine the benefits and environmental impacts of this
rule when federal MACT standards are established for the affected industries. At that time, IDEM
will determine whether amendments to this rule will need to be made in light of the federal MACT
standard.

SUMMARY/RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED AT THE FIRST PUBLIC
HEARING

On May 3, 2000, the air pollution control board (board) conducted the first public
hearing/board meeting concerning the development of a new rule 326 IAC 20-25.  Comments were
made by the following parties:

Mark Aker, Aker Plastics (AKP)
Kurt Anderson, Monaco Coach Corporation (MCC)
Alice Boomhower, BP Amoco Chemical (BPA)
Jeff Bullock, Magnum Environmental Technologies, (MET)
David A. Hill, AOC Resins
Van Kessler, Godfrey Marine (GM)
John Schweitzer, Composite Fabricators Association (CFA)

Following is a summary of the comments received and IDEM=s responses thereto.

Comment: How were the styrene contents derived in Table I, are they correct, and is there
any chance to change some of them? (AKP)

Response: Some of the hazardous air pollutant (HAP) monomer contents proposed in Table
I are based on information issued by U. S. EPA in October 1999 and are considered to represent the
maximum achievable control technology (MACT) or point value system for some categories of
operations.  A point value system combines specific emission reduction techniques into a numerical
standard.  Other proposed monomer limits are based on information provided by composite
fabricators and raw material suppliers.  IDEM believes the styrene monomer content limits represent
a means of reducing styrene emissions but is willing to have further discussions with interested
parties and consider new information prior to finalizing Table 1.

Comment: Styrene content is a major part for the adhesion of the polyester resin to acrylic
thermoformed sheet.  It is actually more of a chemical bond than two different plastics.  Is it possible
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to raise the styrene content to forty-six percent (46%) or maybe forty-eight percent (48%)? That
percent would be in line with what we actually do. (AKP)

Response: The forty-two percent (42%) styrene content that is in the proposed rule was
suggested by the Composites Fabricator Association.  IDEM will reevaluate this product category
in consultation with CFA and all interested parties.

Comment: Thanks to IDEM=s staff for listening to the comments offered over the last year
in drafting this rule, which seems to be very reasonable and very effective, and to those in the
industry who stepped forth to participate in the rulemaking process.  However, there are seven (7)
issues that need clarification. (MCC)

Response: Comment noted.

Comment: If the proposed rule is going to be in Article 20, Article 8 should be amended as
originally presented in the published draft rule, and state that companies with requirements under
Article 20, federal maximum achievable control technologies (MACTs), will fulfill the requirements
under 326 IAC 8-1-6, best available control technology (BACT), or, at a minimum, IDEM should
prepare a nonrule policy that confirms this policy. (MCC)

Response:  BACT must be determined on a case by case basis according to the state
implementation plan for ozone attainment. This rule is not intended to be an Article 8, ozone control
rule, but a rule to address emissions of styrene, a hazardous air pollutant. Regardless of whether the
rule is in Article 8 or Article 20, new construction will require a case-by-case MACT determination
and a case-by-case BACT determination.  Furthermore, under the state implementation plan for
ozone, BACT must always be determined for new sources on a case-by-case basis.  However, as
stated in the response to comments from the Second Comment Period, recent case by case BACT
and MACT analyses have resulted in technologies that are deemed effective and reasonable for the
industry and those technologies have been incorporated into the proposed rule.

Comment: Under section 2(32) the number is repeated twice. (MCC)
Response: The definitions will be renumbered.

Comment: Under section 5(a), the terms Aprocess controls@, Apost process controls@, and
Aadd-on controls@ should be described and added to the definition section.  It is hoped that it is not
IDEM=s intent to require companies to conduct confirmatory testing on the Composite Fabricators
Association (CFA) or EPA emission factors.  Is testing going to be limited to add-on controls?
(MCC)

Response:  AAdd-on emission controls@ will be changed to Aair pollution control equipment@
which is defined at 326 IAC 1-2-3.  AProcess controls@ and Apost process controls@ will be deleted
from section 5(a).  It is not IDEM=s intent to require companies to conduct confirmatory testing on
the CFA or EPA emission factors, but that testing only be required when a source chooses to comply
using emission control systems whose capture, collection and destruction efficiencies or a
combination of technologies need to be determined on a site specific basis.   

Comment: Under section 5(c)(1), compliance certification should include a manufacturer=s
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material safety data sheet (MSDS).  Most manufacturers do not provide certified product data sheets.
(MCC)

Response: Manufacturer=s material safety data sheet will be added to section (5)(c) in
addition to certified product sheets.

Comment: Subdivision 6(a)(2) is poorly worded.  Either add a clause (G) that says Anone of
the above@ or delete the subdivision. (MCC)

Response: IDEM agrees that the wording can be improved and suggests the following:
ARecords shall be maintained and shall be complete and sufficient to establish compliance with the
requirements of section 3 of this rule.  Examples of such records include, but are not limited to,
invoices, material safety data sheets (MSDS), calculations or any other records necessary to confirm
compliance.@

Comment: The paragraph following subdivision 6(a)(2) states when ranges are supplied on
MSDS sheets, the highest range must be used for documenting compliance.  The highest value of
the range is acceptable for documenting compliance with HAP specific limits, but an average would
be better for annual emission limits. (MCC)

Response: This proposed rule imposes no annual emission limits and IDEM believes the
paragraph following subdivision 6(a)(2) should not be changed.  IDEM policy is to use the maximum
value in a range of emission factors when calculating emissions to determine rule applicability, to
establish emission limits, and to determine compliance.  If a source wishes to use a value other than
the maximum in a range, justification for source specific values must be produced. Certified HAP
monomer content limits would take precedence over ranges from a MSDS. Site specific testing to
determine VOC or HAP content of materials must be performed according to testing requirements
in Section 5 of the draft rule.

Comment: The description of vacuum bagging in item 3(h) (2)(B)(iii) is not consistent with
the definition in subdivison 2(32) and is not even physically possible. (MCC)

Response: IDEM agrees and will delete the phrase Awhere resin is applied without exposure
to the air.@

Comment: Corrosion resins typically have higher styrene contents than conventional general
purpose resins.  The ability to change styrene content in corrosion resins is limited.  Product
properties are dictated by the chemical components of the resins and manipulating chemistry alters
the properties of the final product.  Reducing styrene content reduces corrosion resistance and other
properties in ways that would harm the quality of the final product.

Several other states have considered styrene content limits for composite resins and each
developed their own corrosion category.  In all of the three (3) states that have rules, the styrene
content limit for corrosion resins is forty-eight percent (48%) like it is for boats in the IDEM rule.
 In the IDEM rule, the limit is thirty-eight percent (38%) for other types of products.
(AOC)(BPA)(CFA)

Comment: Why is the styrene content for corrosion resistant resin in Table I and II different?
(AKP)
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Response: The corrosion resistant resin HAP content limits in Table I and Table II were
derived from U. S. EPA=s point value system and information submitted in response to the Second
Notice of Comment period.  According to the U. S. EPA point value system, applying a resin with
HAP monomer content of forty-eight percent (48%) using nonatomized application technology is
equivalent to applying a resin with thirty-eight percent (38%) HAP content with atomized application
technology. IDEM reasoned that averaging would allow fabricators other than boat manufacturers
to use higher monomer content corrosion resistant resins with flowcoaters. IDEM recognizes that
a different form of the standard for corrosion resistant resin is acceptable and preferred by some
fabricators.  Sources using manual application would also want to use a forty-eight percent (48%)
HAP monomer content resin.  IDEM is amenable to changing the corrosion resistant standard to
forty-eight percent (48%) HAP monomer content with nonatomized mechanical application.  IDEM
will work with those interested in this issue to ensure that fabricators can make a quality product and
reduce styrene emissions at the same time.

Comment: Definition #13 for flow coater added the phrase Ano air supplied to the nozzle@.
 With the advancements of flow coat technology and the reduction of the velocity, our company has
made great advancements in reducing emissions during the spray application.  Magnum
Environmental Technologies uses two small air ports at the nozzle which rolls any misting back into
the spray pattern.  This reduces the emissions considerably.  With the reduction of the velocity,
there=s much less air entrainment, so we use the steering currents to steer the misting and to get better
catalyzation.  By doing this, it produces a faster cure, which will also reduce emissions during the
cure time.(MET)

Response: The definition of flowcoater will be deleted and IDEM will use definitions for
atomized and nonatomized application based on definitions from the draft boat manufacturing
national emission standards for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP) (posted on the Internet on June
16, 2000).  AAtomized application technology@ means an application technology in which the resin
or gel coat leaves the application equipment and breaks into droplets or an aerosol as it travels from
the application equipment to the surface of the part. ANonatomized application technology@ means
any application technology in which the resin or gel coat is not broken into droplets or an aerosol as
it travels from the application equipment to the surface of the part. 

Comment: The number of meetings in Elkhart on the rule were appreciated.  Under Table II
in section 3, the styrene content for tooling is forty-three percent (43%) with flow coat application
technology.  It may not be possible to buy tooling resin that will do a good job at forty-three percent
(43%) or less styrene.  It is a de minimis amount compared to production resins. This could create
the need to build additional tools because these tools may not hold up as well as tools with a slightly
higher styrene content. (GM)

Response: The average monomer content and application method for the watercraft category
was submitted by the National Marine Manufacturers Association. However, the draft boat
manufacturing NESHAP lists one (1) way to comply with the HAP emission limit as a weighted
average HAP content for nonatomized tooling resin operations as thirty-nine percent (39%).  IDEM
believes that forty-three percent (43%) with no restriction on application technology is appropriate
until boat manufacturers must comply with the final MACT.
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Comment: Specialty products are those where the chemistry of the product really matters in
determining whether the product is suitable for the end use.  Specialty products consume less than
twenty percent (20%) of the resin used in the composites industry which includes corrosion resistant
products. The tool, or mold, itself is a corrosion resistant product.  It has to have very high
dimensional stability and heat resistance because if the mold changes its shape during use the
product will be of the wrong shape.  CFA hopes to work with IDEM to gain provision under the rule
to allow fabricators to use up to forty-eight percent (48%) hazardous air pollutant (HAP) content for
specialty products and use flowcoaters where possible.  However, filament winding and manual
applications do not have mechanical application technology to offset a higher HAP content. We
propose to require the use of flowcoaters with a higher HAP limit, which for mechanical amounts
to the same thing, but allow the fabricators to use the resins they need for manual application and
filament winding. (CFA)

Response: The filament winding process is not included in this rule but will be controlled by
the federal MACT standard.  IDEM understands the special problems associated with the monomer
content for products with specifications for high strength, heat resistance, and flame resistance and
will work with those interested in the issue to resolve concerns.

326 IAC 20-25

SECTION 1.  326 IAC 20-25 IS ADDED TO READ AS FOLLOWS:

Rule 25. Emissions from Reinforced Plastics Composites Fabricating Emission Units

326 IAC 20-25-1 Applicability
Authority: IC 13-14-8; IC 13-15-2-1; IC 13-17-3-4; IC 13-17-3-11
Affected: IC 13-17-3

Sec. 1. (a) This rule applies to owners or operators of sources that emit or have the
potential to emit ten (10) tons per year of any hazardous air pollutant (HAP) or twenty-five
(25) tons per year of any combination of HAPs, and that meet all of the following criteria:

(1) Manufacture reinforced plastics composites parts, products or watercraft.
(2) Have an emission unit where resins and gel coats that contain styrene are applied
and cured using the open molding process.
(3) Have actual emissions of styrene equal to or greater than three (3) tons per year.

(b) Except as provided in subsection 3(e) of this rule, in the event there is a conflict
between this rule and any existing federal or state statute or federal or state rule, the more
stringent requirement shall apply. (Air Pollution Control Board; 326 IAC 20-25-1)

326 IAC 20-25-2 Definitions
Authority: IC 13-14-8; IC 13-15-2-1; IC 13-17-3-4; IC 13-17-3-11
Affected: IC 13-17-3
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Sec. 2. The following definitions apply throughout this rule:
(1) AAAir-assisted airless spray technology@@ means a coating application system in which:

(A) the coating fluid (including gel coat or resin) is supplied to the gun under
fluid pressure; and
(B) air is combined at the spray cap of the gun.

(2) AAAirless spray technology@@ means a coating application system in which:
(A) the coating fluid (including gel coat or resin) is supplied to the gun under
fluid pressure; and
(B) air is not added to the gun.

(3) AABase coat gel coat@@ means an interior gel coat, used in boat building, to protect the
laminate.
(4) AAClear gel coat@@ means a gel coat that contains no pigments.
(5) AACompression molding@@ means the use of a prepared compound, such as sheet
molding compound (SMC), composed of resin and fiberglass fibers and a large
hydraulic press to produce fiber reinforced plastic parts.
(6) AAControlled spray@@ means a work practice standard that reduces emissions by
increasing material transfer and reducing overspray.  The following are elements of
controlled spraying which work together to reduce emissions:

(A) Operation of the spray gun at the lowest fluid tip pressure, which produces
an acceptable spray pattern.
(B) Operator training that teaches proper spray gun handling techniques.
(C) The use of close containment mold flanges to minimize overspray off the
mold.

(7) AACorrosion resistant product@@ means a product made with corrosion resistant resin.
(8) AACorrosion resistant resin@@ means a resin to produce a product that meets any of the
following criteria: 

(A) will be exposed to any of the following:
(i) materials with a pH equal to or greater than 12.0 pH units or equal
to or less than 3.0 pH units;
(ii) oxidizing agents;
(iii) reducing agents;
(iv) organic solvents;
(v) fuels or fuel additives as defined in 40 CFR 79.2*.

(B) complies with industry standards that require specific exposure testing for
corrosive media.
(C) is manufactured to an accepted federal and industry standard for corrosion
resistant or food contact applications.
(D) is manufactured specifically for an application that requires increased
chemical inertness or resistance to chemical attack.

(9) AAExisting sources@@ means sources or emission units for which the owner or operator
has received all necessary construction or reconstruction permits prior to June 28,
1998, set forth in 326 IAC 2-4.1-1.
(10) AADelivered to the applicator@@ means a resin or gel coat actually applied to an open
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mold, excluding any inert filler, fiberglass mat, or fiberglass roving.
(11) AAFilament winding@@ means the application of resin to strands of glass using a resin
 bath or other applicator and then winding the wet glass onto the mold or part.
(12) AAFilled resin@@ means a resin containing inert filler material equal to or greater than
thirty-five percent (35%) by weight . 
(13) AAFlow coater@@ means an applicator with a fluid nozzle that produces coherent
streams of nonatomized resin or gel coat in a fan pattern with no air supplied to the
nozzle.
(14) AAGel coat@@ means a thermosetting resin, either pigmented or clear, that contains
styrene (CAS No. 100-42-5), and provides a cosmetic enhancement or protects the
underlying layers of a plastic composites material.  Gel coat does not include
thermoplastic material, such as polyethylene or thermosetting coatings that do not
contain styrene, such as epoxies.
(15) AAHAP monomer content@@ means the percent, by weight, of monomer that has been
classified as a hazardous air pollutant (HAP) contained in a resin or gel coat, as
delivered to the applicator, and excluding any inert filler, fiberglass mat, or fiberglass
roving.
(16) AAHigh-volume, low-pressure air atomized spray technology@@ means a coating
application system that is operated at an air pressure of less than ten (10) pounds per
square inch gauge (psig) at the air cap of the spray gun.
(17) AAInert filler@@ means any nonHAP material, such as silica micro-spheres or micro-
balloons, added to a resin or gel coat to alter density of the resin or gel coat or change
other physical properties of the resin or gel coat.
(18) AAManual application@@ means hand application using bucket and paint brush or 
paint roller, or other hand held methods of application.
(19) AAMold@@ means a hollow form or matrix for shaping a liquid or plastic substance.
(20) AANew sources@@ means those sources or emission units that must comply with 326
IAC 2-4.1-1.
(21) AANonatomized application technology@@ means any mechanical application
technology in which the resin is not atomized or broken into droplets or aerosols as it
is applied to the part being manufactured.  This technology includes, but is not limited
to, flow coaters, pressure fed rollers, and resin impregnators.
(22) AANoncorrosion resistant resin@@ means a resin that does not meet the definition of
corrosion resistant.
(23) AAOpen molding process@@ means the application of resin or gel coat to an open mold
by any method.
(24) AAPigmented gel coat@@ means a gel coat that contains a coloring substance.
(25) AAPressure fed roller@@ means a fabric roller that is fed a continuous supply of
catalyzed resin from a mechanical fluid pump.
(26) AAProduction gel coat@@ means a gel coat that is used to manufacture parts and
products.
(27) AAProduction resin@@ means any thermosetting resin that is used to manufacture
parts, products, or watercraft.
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(28) AAResin@@ means any thermosetting resin that contains styrene (CAS No. 100-42-5),
methyl methacrylate (CAS No. 80-62-6) or both and is used to manufacture parts, 
products, or watercraft.  Resin does not include gel coat, tooling gel coat, thermoplastic
resin (for example, rotationally molded polyethylene), or thermosetting resin that do
not contain styrene or methyl methacrylate (for example, epoxies).
(29) AASkin Coat@@ means a thin protective layer of resin, used in watercraft production,
applied between the gel coat and laminate that provides corrosion resistance and
prevents osmotic blistering.
(30) AATooling gel coat@@ means the gel coat used in the construction of molds or
prototypes (plugs).
(31) AATooling resin@@ means the resin used in the construction of molds or prototypes
(plugs).
(32) AAVacuum bagging@@ means a partially closed molding technology where, after resin
has been applied, a flexible cover is placed over the wet surface, sealed, and a vacuum
pump is used to draw the air out from under the cover and press the cover down onto
the part.
(32) AAVapor suppressed resin@@ is a polyester resin material that contains additives to
reduce VOC evaporation loss to less than sixty (60) grams per square meter of surface
area as determined and certified by resin manufacturers.
(33) AAWatercraft@@ means any motorized or nonmotorized device in which or by means
of which a person may be transported upon the water. 

*Copies of the Code of Federal Regulations referenced in this article may be obtained
from the Office of Air Management, Department of Environmental Management, Indiana
Government Center-North, 100 North Senate Avenue, Indianapolis, Indiana or from the
Government Printing Office, Washington D. C. 20204. (Air Pollution Control Board; 326 IAC
20-25-2)

326 IAC 20-25-3 Emission standards
Authority: IC 13-14-8; IC 13-15-2-1; IC 13-17-3-4; IC 13-17-3-11
Affected: IC 13-17-3

Sec. 3. (a) Except as provided in subsections (e), (f), and (h), owners and operators of
sources subject to this rule shall comply with the provisions of this section on or before
January 1, 2002.  The total HAP monomer content of the following materials shall be limited
depending on the application method and products produced as specified in the following
tables:

TABLE I
Fiber reinforced plastics composites products except

watercraft

HAP Monomer
content,

weight percent
Resin, Manual or Mechanical Application
     Production-Corrosion Resistant 38
     Production-Noncorrosion Resistant Unfilled 35*
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TABLE I
Fiber reinforced plastics composites products except

watercraft

HAP Monomer
content,

weight percent
     Production-Noncorrosion Resistant Filled ($$35%
by weight) 38
     Production, Noncorrosion Resistant, Applied to
Thermoformed Thermoplastic Sheet

42

     Tooling 43
Gel Coat Application
     Pigmented 37
     Clear Production 44
     Tooling 45
     Pigmented, subject to ANSIa standards 45
     Clear, subject to ANSIa standards 50

a American National Standards Institute

TABLE II
Watercraft products

HAP Monomer
content,

weight percent
Resin, Manual or Mechanical Application
     Production-Corrosion Resistant and Skin Coat 48*
     Production-Noncorrosion Resistant unfilled 35*
     Production-Noncorrosion Resistant Filled ($$35%
by weight)

38

     Tooling 43*
Gel Coat Application
       Pigmented and Base Coat Gel Coat 34
       Clear Production and Tooling 48

* categories that must use mechanical nonatomized application technology as stated in
subsection (b).

(b) Except as provided in subsection (f), the following categories of materials in
subsection (a) shall be applied using mechanical nonatomized application technology:

(1) Production noncorrosion resistant, unfilled resins from all sources.
(2) Production, corrosion resistant resins used in the manufacture of watercraft.
(3) Tooling resins used in the manufacture of watercraft.

(c) Unless specified in subsection (b), gel coat application and mechanical application of
resins shall be by any of the following spray technologies:
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(1) Nonatomized application technology.
(2) Air-assisted airless.
(3) Airless.
(4) High volume, low pressure.
(5) Equivalent emission reduction technologies to subdivisions (2) through (4).

(d) A source may use the lesser of the following amounts of HAP containing solvents for
cleanup:

(1) The total weight of HAP solvents shall not exceed five percent (5%) of total weight of
all clean up solvents used at the source for a calendar year.
(2) The total volume of HAP solvents shall not exceed two hundred ten (210) gallons for
a calendar year.

(e) A source that was issued a permit pursuant to 326 IAC 2 on or after June 28, 1998,
but prior to the effective date of this rule, and that obtained a revised best available control
technology (BACT) determination in the permit for emission units, is not subject to this section
until the permit is renewed, or the emission unit undergoes a modification that increases the
potential to emit styrene.

(f) A new or reconstructed emission unit subject to 326 IAC 2-4.1-1 is not subject to the
requirements of this section.

(g) The owner or operator of a source subject to this rule may comply using monthly
emission averaging within each resin or gel coat  application category listed in subsection (a)
without prior approval by the commissioner.

(h) Upon written application by the source, the commissioner may approve the following:
(1) Enforceable alternative emission reduction techniques that are at least equally
protective of the environment as the emission standards in subsections (a) through (d).
(2) Use of monthly emissions averaging for any or all material or application categories
listed in subsection (a) if the following conditions are met:

(A) The source shows that emissions did not exceed the emissions that would have
occurred if each emission unit had met the requirements of subsections (a)
through (c).
(B) The sources uses any combination of the following emission reduction
techniques:

(i) Resins or gel coats with HAP monomer contents lower than specified in
subsection (a).
(ii) Vapor suppressed resins.
(iii) Vacuum bagging or other similar technique where resin is applied
without exposure to the air. This item does not include resin transfer
molding or compression molding.
(iv) Process controls, post process controls, or add on controls where the
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emissions are estimated based on parametric measurements or stack
monitoring.
(v) Controlled spray used in combination with automated actuators or
robots.
(vi) Controlled spray that includes following:

(AA) Mold flanges.
(BB) Spray technique.
(CC) Spray gun pressure.
(DD) Means of verifying continuous use of the controlled spray
technique, such as mass balance of materials and products (surface
area and thickness of product), as approved by the commissioner
prior to implementation.

(vii) Emission reduction techniques approved under subdivision (1).
Sources using averaging shall not use spray equipment that produces higher emissions
than the equipment specified in subdivisions (c)(2) through (5).

(i) To determine emission estimates, the following references or methods shall be used:
(1) AAUnified Emission Factors for Open Molding of Composites@@, April 1999*, except use
of controlled spray emission factors must be approved by the commissioner.
(2) AACompilation of Emission Factors@@, Volume 1, Fifth Edition, January 1995*, and
supplements, except for hand layup and spray layup operations emission factors.
(3) Site specific values or other means of quantification provided the site specific values
and the emission factors are acceptable to the commissioner and the U. S. EPA.

*Copies of the AACompilation of Emission Factors@@ and AAUnified Emission Factors for
Open Molding of Composites@@ referenced in this article may be obtained from the Office of Air
Management, Department of Environmental Management, Indiana Government Center-
North, 100 North Senate Avenue, Indianapolis, Indiana or from the Government Printing
Office, Washington D. C. 20204. (Air Pollution Control Board; 326 IAC 20-25-3)

326 IAC 20-25-4 Work practice standards
Authority: IC 13-14-8; IC 13-15-2-1; IC 13-17-3-4; IC 13-17-3-11
Affected: IC 13-17-3

Sec. 4.  On or before January 1, 2001, each owner or operator of a source or emission
unit subject to this rule shall operate in accordance with the following work practice
standards:

(1) Nonatomizing spray equipment shall not be operated at pressures that atomize the
material during the application process.
(2) Containers for HAP containing materials shall be kept covered when not in use.
(3) Solvents sprayed during cleanup and resin changes shall be directed into solvent
collection containers. 
(4) Solvent collection containers shall be kept closed when not in use.
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(5) Clean-up rags with solvent shall be stored in closed containers.
(6) Closed containers shall be used for the storage of the following:

(A) All production and tooling resins that contain HAPs.
(B) All production and tooling gel coats that contain HAPs.
(C) Waste resins and gel coats that contain HAPs
(B) Cleaning materials, including waste cleaning materials.
(C) Other materials that contain HAPs. (Air Pollution Control Board; 326 IAC 20-
25-4)

326 IAC 20-25-5 Testing requirements
Authority: IC 13-14-8; IC 13-15-2-1; IC 13-17-3-4; IC 13-17-3-11
Affected: IC 13-17-3

Sec. 5.  (a) An initial performance test is required when using process controls, post
process controls, or add on controls to demonstrate compliance with the standards in section
3 of this rule.  Testing shall be performed in accordance with 326 IAC 3-6, concerning source
sampling procedures, and 40 CFR 63.7 (July 1, 1998)*,  performance testing requirements.

(b) When using process controls, post process controls, or add on controls to demonstrate
compliance with the standards in section 3 of this rule, the following test methods shall be
used:

(1) 40 CFR 60, Method 25/25A, Appendix A (July 1, 1998)*, shall be used to measure
total hydrocarbon emissions.
(2) 40 CFR 60, Method 18, Appendix A (July 1, 1998)*, shall be used to measure styrene
and methyl methacrylate emissions.
(3) 40 CFR 51, Method 204, Appendix M (July 1, 1998)*, shall be used to determine
capture efficiency.  As an alternative to the procedures specified in 40 CFR 51, Method
204, Appendix M (July 1, 1998)*, an owner or operator required to conduct a capture
efficiency test may use any capture efficiency protocol and test methods that satisfy the
criteria of either the data quality objective or the lower confidence limit approach as
described in the EPA Guidelines for Determining Capture Efficiency, which is included
in Appendix A to Subpart KK to Part 63 (July 1, 1998)*.  The owner or operator may
exclude work stations that have never been subject to such capture efficiency
determinations.

(c) Compliance with the HAP monomer content and usage limitations shall be
determined using one of the following:

(1) The manufacturer==s certified product data sheet.
(2) Sampling and analysis, using either of the following test methods, as applicable:

(A) 40 CFR 60, Method 24, Appendix A (July 1, 1998)*, shall be used to measure
the total volatile HAP content of resins and gel coats.  Method 24 may be modified
for measuring the volatile HAP content of resins or gel coats to require that the
procedure be performed on uncatalyzed resin or gel coat samples.



6/29/00gjb 33

(B) 40 CFR 63, Method 311, Appendix A (July 1, 1998)*, shall be used to measure
HAP content in resins and gel coats by direct injection into a gas chromatograph.

*Copies of the Code of Federal Regulation (CFR) referenced in this section may be
obtained from the Government Printing Office, Washington, D. C. 20204 or the Office of Air
Management, Department of Environmental Management, Indiana Government Center-
North, 100 North Senate Avenue, Indianapolis, Indiana 46204.  (Air Pollution Control Board;
326 IAC 20-25-5)

326 IAC 20-25-6 Record keeping requirements
Authority: IC 13-14-8; IC 13-15-2-1; IC 13-17-3-4; IC 13-17-3-11
Affected: IC 13-17-3

Sec. 6. (a) On and after January 1, 2002, each owner or operator of a source or emission unit
subject to this rule shall maintain records as follows:

(1) Records shall be complete and sufficient to assure that all reasonable information is
maintained to evaluate continuous compliance with this rule.
(2) Records shall include any of the following:

(A) Purchase orders.
(B) Invoices.
(C) Material safety data sheets (MSDS).
(D) Manufacturer==s certified product data sheets.
(E) Calculations. 
(F) Other records to confirm compliance. 

When a MSDS, certified product data sheet, or other document specifies a range, the
values resulting in the greatest calculated emissions shall be used for determining
compliance with this rule.

(b) The owner or operator shall maintain records of all information, including all reports
and notifications required by this rule.  Such records shall be recorded in a form suitable and
readily available for inspection and review.  The records shall be retained for at least five (5)
years following the date of each occurrence, measurement, or record.  At a minimum, the most
recent two (2) years of data shall be retained on site. The remaining three (3) years of data may
be retained off site.  (Air Pollution Control Board; 326 IAC 20-25-6)

326 IAC 20-25-7 Reporting requirements
Authority: IC 13-14-8; IC 13-15-2-1; IC 13-17-3-4; IC 13-17-3-11
Affected: IC 13-17-3

Sec. 7. (a) On or before June 1, 2001, the owner or operator of a source subject to this
rule shall submit an initial notification report to the commissioner.  The notification report
shall include all of the following:

(1) Name and address of the owner or operator.
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(2) Address of the physical location of the source.
(3) Statement verifying that the source is subject to the rule signed by a responsible
official as set forth in 326 IAC 2-7-1(34).

(b) On or before March 1, 2002, the owner or operator of a source subject to this rule
shall submit an initial statement of compliance to the commissioner.  The initial statement of
compliance shall include all of the following.

(1) Name and address of the owner or operator.
(2) Address of the physical location.
(3) Statement signed by a responsible official, as set forth in 326 IAC 2-7-1(34), certifying
that the source achieved compliance on or before January 1, 2002, the method used to
achieve compliance, and that the source is in compliance with all the requirements of this
rule.

(c) Sources using monthly emissions averaging pursuant to subdivision 3(h)(2) of this
rule, shall submit a quarterly summary report and supporting calculations.  (Air Pollution
Control Board; 326 IAC 20-25-7)

Notice of Public Hearing
     Under IC 4-22-2-24, IC 13-14-8-6, and IC 13-14-9, notice is hereby given that on October 4,
2000 at 1:00 p.m., at the Indiana Government Center-South, 402 West Washington Street,
Conference Center Room B, Indianapolis, Indiana, the Air Pollution Control Board will hold a
public hearing on a proposed new rule, 326 IAC 20-25.

The purpose of this hearing is to receive comments from the public prior to final adoption of
this rule by the board. All interested persons are invited and will be given reasonable opportunity
to express their views concerning the proposed new rule.  Oral statements will be heard, but for the
accuracy of the record, all comments should be submitted in writing.  Procedures to be followed at
this hearing may be found in the April 1, 1996 Indiana Register, page 1710 (19 IR 1710).

Additional information regarding this action may be obtained from Jean Beauchamp, Rule
Development Section, (317) 232-8424 or (800) 451-6027, press 0, and ask for 2-8424 (in Indiana).
 If the date of this hearing is changed, it will be noticed in the Change of Notice section of the
Indiana Register.

Individuals requiring reasonable accommodations for participation in this event should
contact the Indiana Department of Environmental Management, Americans with Disabilities Act
coordinator at:

Attn: David Weir, ADA Coordinator
Indiana Department of Environmental Management
100 North Senate Avenue
P.O. Box 6015
Indianapolis, IN 46206-6015

or call (317) 233-1785.  TDD: (317) 232-6565.   Speech and hearing impaired callers may also 
contact the agency via the Indiana Relay Service at 1-800-743-3333.  Please provide a minimum of
72 hours= notification.
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Copies of these rules are now on file at the Indiana Department of Environmental
Management, Office of Air Management, Indiana Government Center-North, 100 North Senate
Avenue and Legislative Services Agency, Indiana Government Center-South, 302 West Washington
Street, Room E011, Indianapolis, Indiana and are open for public inspection.

Janet G. McCabe
Assistant Commissioner
Office of Air Management


